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PER CURI AM

Robert C. Hundertmark, Jr., appeals his conviction and
sentence on four counts of knowingly and willfully threatening to
kill, injure, and intimdate with an instrument of interstate
commerce, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8 844(e) (2000), and three
counts of transmtting threats ininterstate commerce, in violation
of 18 U.S.C. § 875(c) (2000).

On appeal, Hundertmark asserts the evidence was insufficient
to sustain his convictions. First, he asserts his alleged
statenments did not constitute true threats. Second, he asserts the
Governnment failed to prove he made the statenments in question. To
determ ne whether there is sufficient evidence to support a
conviction, “[t]he verdict of the jury nust be sustained if there
is substantial evidence, taking the view nost favorable to the

Governnment, to support it.” G asser v. United States, 315 U S. 60,

80 (1942). We are of opinion there was such evidence in this case.
Hundertmark’ s argunents are neritless. The Governnent’s evidence
was sufficient to establish he nade threatening statenents in
violation of 18 U S.C. § 844(e) (2000) and 18 U S.C. § 875(c)

(2000). United States v. Spruill, 118 F.3d 221, 228 (4th Grr.

1997); United States v. Darby, 37 F.3d 1059, 1065 (4th Cr. 1994).

Accordingly, we affirmHundertmark’s convi ction and sentence.

W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid in the decisional process.
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